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Summary

In this report, the staff of the Commussion provides an
overview of A Master Plan for Higher Education in Cal-
Jorma, 1960-1975, and then analyzes six major policy
areas with which the plan dealt 1n hight of current policies
and practices

The six policy areas involve mission and function of the
State’s systems of higher education (pp 3-4), systemwide
and statewide governance and structure (pp 5-6), student
access to higher education (pp 7-10), student selection
and retention (pp 11-14), faculty supply and demand (pp
15-18), adult education (p 19), and costs, fees, and fi-
nancing (pp 21-23)

The staff concludes its analysis by observing that ‘‘the
Commission, with its Ad Hoc Committee on the Financ-
g and Future of California Higher Education, will not
draw back from the commitment and conclusions that the
Master Plan made, but recommending ways to sustain this
commitment is the greatest challenge that the Commis-
sion has taken on in its nearly 20-year history’’ (p 25)

The Commussion discussed this document on Apnl 19,
1993, as part of the report of the Commission’s execu-
trve director, Warren Halsey Fox

Additional copies of the report may be obtained from the
Commission at 1303 J Street, Suite 500, Sacramento,
California 95814-2938
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Issues
of the late 1950s
and early 1960s

Background on the Master Plan

HE developers of ‘‘A Master Plan for Higher Education in California,

1960-1975" attempted to achieve two major objectives (1) ‘‘guard the

state and state funds against unwarranted expansion and unhealthy com-
petition among the segments of public hugher education,”” and (2) ‘*provide abun-
dant collegiate opportunities for qualified young people and give the segments and
instritutions enough freedom to furnish the diverse higher education services needed
by the state *’

Compared with the 1990s, the State’s fiscal conditions were much less precarious
in the late 1950s, when the Governor and the Legislature recogmzed the need for
such planning Still, projections of future enrollments on the one hand, and State
revenues on the other -- even with four new tax measures that were enacted in
1959 -- led to the conclusion that Califormia’s revenue system would be inad-
equate to finance current expenditures for State services, including higher educa-
tion, by 1962 Therefore, planners had two main choices (I} lumit opportunity to
work toward a baccalaureate degree to the number that the State could realisti-
cally afford to support in its public universities, or (2) ‘‘manage’ enrollments at
the lower-division level by shifting large numbers of students to what were then
junior colleges, to ensure that opportunity to complete a baccalaureate-degree
program would be available to all who succeeded 1n the lower division and wanted
to continue to the baccalaureate

The latter solution made sense to the planners at that time because the jumior
colleges were supported primanly by local property tax revenue, and campuses
and facilities were built without State funds The State’s ‘‘problem’” was particu-
larly acute with the state college system -- and for at least three reasons

1 State college enrollment was projected to increase almost 350 percent between
1958 and 1975 (almost twice that of the junior colleges),

2 Many legislators were introducing bills and resolutions to establish new
campuses 1n their distncts without the benefit of statewide planning and
coordination with respect to need and the State’s ability to pay, and

3 The state colleges were in a sense ‘‘restless’” with respect to their traditional
mission, having emerged only recently from their status as teachers colleges
with limited master’s degree programs and yearning -- at least on some campuses
-- to be allowed to become comprehensive universities with doctoral-degree
programs and research as a recognized function Thus the planners’ problem



Differences
between issues
of the ’60s
and today

Organization
of this report

was one of how to ‘“contain’” the burgeoming state college system while meeting
the State’s increasing need for its youth to have opportunities to pursue higher
education

Three additional conditions with which the Master Plan dealt differ from those of
today

1 In projecting the enrollments that the State would need to accommodate, the
planners for the 1960s focused almost exclusively on providing higher education
opportunities for recent California high school graduates who would enroll
full-time 1n day classes,

2 Affirmative action, diversity, and equality of opportunity for historically
underrepresented groups were not a part of the planning for the 1960s, nor
were the needs of older adults, immigrants, and the unemployed, and

3 Student aid for financially needy students was not yet a major factor in planning
for public hugher education 1n the 1960s The federal loan program under the
National Defense Education Act was just getting under way in Califorma --
and 1t was for all practical purposes the only federal aid program with the
exception of veterans’ benefits The State scholarship program was small and
served talented youth enrolling almost exclusively in Califorma’s independent
colleges and umiversities, since the grants were for payment of tuttion and fees
and the public institutions were tuition-free and with low levels of fees

Given all this, Califorma’s Master Plan that was created for the 1960s and beyond
achieved 1ts objectives of providing opportunities for all young people who were
capable and motivated to begin and often to complete a baccalaureate-degree pro-
gram at a low-cost public institution that was close to home -- at a cost that the
State could afford and that the planners concluded that the taxpayers were willing
to pay

Many of the recommendations of the Master Plan were enacted mto statute in the
Donahoe Higher Education Act 1n a special sesston of the 1960 Legslature that
Governor Edmund G Brown called for this purpose The Act as amended appears
in Title 3, Postsecondary Education, Division S, Part 40, of the Education Code,
commencing with Section 66000 Each of the eight following sections of this
present report -- Mission and Functions, Governance and Structure, Access, Stu-
dent Selection and Retention, Faculty Demand and Supply, Adult Education, Costs,
Fees, and Financing, and Conclusion -- identify relevant sections of the Education
Code, summanze positions and policy recommendations from the Master Plan,
and then discuss the current policies and practices of the State and its three public
systems of higher education 1n light of those stated pohcies
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The California
Community
Colleges

Mission and Function

Relevant Education Code Sections: 66010, 66010 4, and 66024

Master Plan Policy. The Master Plan tended to affirm the traditional functions of
the community colleges -- instruction through but not beyond the fourteenth grade
level in (1) standard collegiate courses for transfer, (2) vocational/techmical fields
leading to employment, and (3) general or liberal education, and, of course, the
awarding of an associate in arts or science degree for such programs This policy
did not deal directly with adult or noncredit programs -- a function that was shared
with the public schools, nor with remedial or developmental education

Current Policy and Practice The community colleges have undergone significant
changes since the Master Plan in the kinds of students they serve and the programs
they offer to an increasingly diverse population In termunology, they are no longer
referred to as offering classes at the thirteenth and fourteenth grade levels but,
nstead, at the lower-division or freshman and sophomore levels Adult education
offerings are no longer ‘‘non-graded’” but, instead, noncredit

Liberal arts/transfer and vocational/techmcal education leading to associate de-
grees and certificates, transfer, and employment continue to be their pnmary func-
tions At the same time, the functions that the system provides -- many with State
support--have expanded to include (1) remedial/developmental education, (2)
English as a second language, (3) basic skills and other basic education for adults,
(4) certamn categories of noncredit adult education that are State-supported, and
(5) community service programs and contract education for which the colleges do
not recerve State support

The largest community colleges were a part of K-14 school districts at the time of
the Master Plan, and ““adult education,”” variously defined, was done as a district,
rather than a college, function Subsequent to the Master Plan, when commumity
colleges were organized as districts separate from high school and umfied dis-
tricts, some college districts retained the function of noncredit, adult education
while others serve their “*adult’ students in credit classes or community service
programs The recent move by the State to charge most adults who hold bacca-
laureate degrees a hugh, differential fee for credit classes may have a largely unin-
tended impact on the misston of the colleges -- or on how they deliver their in-
structional services to such adults -- but the differential fee 1s still too new to allow
its impact on mission to be measured

Finally, community college functions may have changed with respect to their rela-
tionship with high schools with the advent of articulated career education pro-
grams {(commonly known as 2 + 2 programs) that in many cases permit high school

3



The California
State University

The University
of California

juniors and seniors to earn college credit or advanced placement, or both, in a wide
range of vocational courses and programs This kind of articulation may lead to
acceleration toward a community college degree or certificate, as contrasted with
the relatively new tech/prep programs that involve strengthening academic prepa-
ration mn high schoo! for a higher level of technical education

Relevant Education Code Sections 66010, 66010 4, and 66024

Master Plan Policy The Master Plan tended to affirm the evolving functions of
the State University -- instruction 1n the liberal arts and sciences, teacher educa-
tion, and 1n professions and applied fields that require more than two years of
collegiate study, through the master’s degree, and faculty research that *‘used fa-
cilities provided for and consistent with’” the system’s primary instructional func-
tion The major change from previous policy was to sanction the awarding of the
joint doctoral degree with the University -- a change that was less than the free-
standing doctorate that the State University had sought in the Master Plan but still
a major step forward toward becoming a comprehensive university

Current Policy and Practice  The State University has developed joint doctoral
programs with the University and, as a result of a change 1n statute since the Mas-
ter Plan, with independent California universities, largely in southern Cahforma
Some increase 1n faculty research activity has probably accompanied this change
in function on campuses where joint doctoral programs are offered but the num-
bers of programs and students are relatively small and there has been no substan-
tial change in the system’s mission Instead, there has been a rounding-out 1n the
offering of master’s degree programs i both the liberal arts and sciences and in
the professions, that 1s, beyond the traditional degrees in education, but all within
the State University’s traditional functions

Relevant Education Code Sections. 66010, 66010 4, and 66024

Master Plan Policy The Master Plan did little to change the traditional mission
and functions of the University of Califorma -- instruction in the liberal arts and
sciences, including teacher education, and exclustve jurisdiction over professional
education in fields such as dentistry, law, and medicine, sole authority to award
the doctoral degree, and primary responsibility for state-supported research The
one change that the Master Plan made was to suggest that the University award
joint doctoral degrees in selected fields with the State University

Current Policy and Practice The mussion and functions of the University remain
essentially the same as at the time of the Master Plan There are debates about
(1) the relative importance of teaching and research, and (2) proper balance be-
tween lower- and upper-division, and undergraduate and graduate enrollments on
the campuses and in the system as a whole, but there has been no real change 1n
the University’s mission during the past 30 years
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The California
Community
Colleges

The California
State University

Governance and Structure

Relevant Education Code Sections: 70900-1, 70902, 71000-2, and 74000

Master Plan Policy Master Plan policy was to continue to view the community
colleges as part of the public school system, while at the same time acknowledging
them as a critical component of Califormua’s tripartite system of public hugher edu-
cation Emphasis was on local control by locally elected boards, with preference
grven to boards that would be separate from unified or high school district boards
The Master Plan left the community colleges under the general oversight of the
State Board of Education and the Superintendent of Public Instruction, while call-
ing attention to the need for ‘‘additional attention and positive leadership’’ on the
part of the State to this, the state’s largest higher education system

Current Policy and Practice The most significant change 1n governance since the
Master Plan has been in the commumnity college system, which was removed from
the junsdiction of the State Board of Education and the Department 1n 1968, and
for which a new Board of Governors was established 1n statute, with its own
Chancellor and staff The role of the Board vis-a-vis the colleges and their locally
elected boards mught best be charactenzed as evolving over the 25 years since 1t
was established, but the concept of ‘‘shared governance’ that was embedded in
Assembly Bill 1725 in the late 1980s has been helpful in the differentiation of roles
A second significant change since the Master Plan has been the completion of the
task of separating the community colleges from school districts -- creating new
college districts with their own governing boards, admumstration, faculty, and
staff Under the Constitution, the colleges remain in the public school system for
certain fiscal purposes, but the Master Plan made them an ntegral part of higher
education

A thard important change in the commumnity colleges since the Master Plan 1s the
development of a strengthened faculty role in governance at both the State and
local levels Faculty have two representatives on the Board of Governors, receive
State support for their activities, and participate in the system’s governance through
their Academic Senate for California Commumity Colleges

Relevant Education Code Section: 66602-3

Master Plan Policy. Inregard to the governance of what were then the Califorma
State Colleges, the Master Plan recommended the establishment of a new board of
Trustees of the State College System of California, with 1ts own central staff, that
would be comparable 1n autonomy, composition, and terms of office to the Uni-



The University
of California

Statewide
coordination

versity Regents Emphasis was placed on accountability, autonomy, and a certain
degree of centralization for the new system in moving it out from the jurisdiction of
the State Board of Education, the Superintendent, and hus staff

Current Policy and Practice: No major change has occurred beyond the addition
of student, faculty and alumm representatives to the Trustees subsequent to the
Master Plan However, the new Trustees were not given the kind of constitutional
protection that the Regents enjoy and, instead, have only statutory power

Relevant Educanion Code Section None (State constitution instead )

Master Plan Policy: The Master Plan made no policy recommendations regarding
the Regents of the University of Califoria

Current Policy and Practice The composition and terms of the University Re-
gents were changed 1n 1973, with a smaller number that have served shorter terms
since that time The intent was to make the Governor’s appointees ‘‘more broadly
representative of the general public ™’

Relevant Education Code Sections 66010 6(a) and 66900-4

Master Plan Pohcy After considering various alternatives for structuring the
governance of California ligher education, including a superboard, the Master Plan
recommended the establishment in statute of an advisory coordinating body (the
Coordinating Counci! for Higher Education) with the following three major func-
tions (1) review of the annual budget and capital outlay requests of public univer-
sity systems and comment to the Governor on the general level of support sought,
(2) interpretation of the functional differentiation among the three public systems
of huigher education, with advice to be given to the Regents and the Trustees about
programs appropnate to each system, and (3) development of plans for the orderly
growth of higher education and recommendation to the governing boards on the
need for and location of new facilities and programs

Current Policy and Practice. The Califorma Postsecondary Education Commis-
sion was established in statute in 1973 to replace the Coordinating Counci! that
the Master Plan had created Thus action took place shortly after the passage of the
federal Higher Education Act of 1972 that called for each state to estabhish or
designate a state-level agency for planming and coordination, and followed a re-
view of the Master Plan that recommended a revamping of the Council because of
various deficiencies in its effectiveness



1. Building
campuses to which
most students
could commute

Access

Master Plan’s five major planks for providing universal access at the
undergraduate level were (1) building campuses to which most students
could commute, (2) charging no or low fees and no tuition, (3) mantan-

ing open access to the community colleges, with an opportunity to transfer after
completing lower-division work, (4) controlhng the size of lower-division enroll-
ments in the universities so as to reserve space for community college transfer stu-
dents, and (5) offenng financial aid to a lirited number of the best qualified stu-
dents with financial need

The Master Plan implicitly affirmed three conclusions from earher studies

1 The State would need more locally established community colleges and State-
provided university facilities, if future citizens of collegiate age were to have
educational opportunity equal to that offered in the 1950s,

2 Inview of the *‘outstanding success of the community college programs,’’ the
State should actively encourage the establishment of new commumty colleges
in populous areas, and

3 Because of the magnitude of projected enrollments, all possibilities for
accommodating them should be explored, including class size, use of physical
plant, and use of television

Relevant Education Code Sections 66011(a) and 66201

Master Plan Policy The Master Plan pretty much confirmed other findings and
conclusions of earlier studies of the need for additional campuses of California
public higher education, including principles that supported (1) differentiation of
function among the systems, (2) proximity of new campuses to potential enroll-
ments, (3) reliance on the community colleges to provide initial access through local
initiatives in providing adequate facilities, and (4) concern about competition be-
tween public and independent nstitutions for enrollment

Current Policy and Practice: The State continues to operate within the frame-
work of those conclusions, although its rehance on the community colleges has
become more a matter of enrcliment demand than State policy on the distribution
of lower-division students among the systems

The State has continued to build new community colleges and new campuses of
the State University in order to meet projected enrollment demand in various parts
of the State, but 1t has added no new University campuses since the establishment



2. Charging
no or low fees
and no tuition

3. Maintaining
open access

to the community
colleges, with an
opportunity

to transfer after
completing
lower-division
work

of the three that the Regents approved in 1957 -- now the campuses at Irvine, San
Diego, and Santa Cruz -- and planning for the ninth general campus 1n the San
Joaquin Valley has been set back because of the State’s current fiscal crisis

Although the State has not yet explored ‘“all possibilities’” for accommodating es-
timated enrollments, including class size, utilization standards, and use of televi-
sion, 1t has funded major activities in the latter two areas The Commussion pub-
lished a major report on utilization standards in 1990, but the State has taken no
action to change those that were 1n effect at the time of the study

Relevant Education Code Sections. 66150, 66152, 66154, and 72252

Master Plan Policy The Master Plan recommended that the governing boards
reaffirm the principle that the universities be tuition-free to all residents, but that
students should assume greater responsibulity than in the past for financing their
education by paying fees sufficient to cover the costs of nomnstructional services

Current Policy and Practice While the State still charges 1ts resident students no
tuition, fees 1n all systems have escalated since the Master Plan and will probably
continue to do so for some time 1nto the future State policy that the Legislature
adopted in 1985 stipulated that the State should bear primary responsibility for the
cost of ligher education but that students should be responsible for a portion of
those costs Furthermore, the policy called for fee increases to be ‘“gradual, mod-
erate, and predictable, and announced ten months 1n advance,”’ and should allow
for increases of up to, but no more than, 10 percent per year when revenues and
expenditures are substantially imbalanced

Under the Master Plan, commumty college districts were permitted to charge a va-
riety of fees for matertals and services that local boards estabhshed, but in 1985 a
statewide, mandated fee schedule was adopted that has severely restricted the abihity
of districts to charge additional local fees and that was moderate at the start but
has been subject to substantial increases since its inception

Relevant Education Code Section- 66722

Master Plan Policy. The Master Plan did not intend that all eligible freshmen would
be admitted to the system and campus of their choice, having concluded that the
State could not afford such access to the umiversities Instead, 1t promused that all
qualified students who wished to do so would have access to an upper-division
baccalaureate-degree program in one of the pubhic university systems, but with the
understanding that they might have to begin their studies in a locally financed com-
munity college

Current Policy and Practice  The Master Plan policy of maintaining open access
to the commumity colleges with opportunity to transfer after completing the lower
division has not changed, but fiscal conditions have now made it virtually impos-



4. Controlling

the size

of lower-division
enrollments in the
universities

in order to reserve
space for
community college
transfer students

sible for the State to fulfill this commitment to the satisfaction of all The com-
munity colleges are required by law to admt all apphcants, but (1) the State has
imposed an enrollment cap with respect to their funding, and (2) the colleges are
often unable to offer courses and course sections sufficient to the needs of the stu-
dents they enroll Thus access to the colleges remains open but not to the pro-
grams and courses that students may need to achieve their objectives

At the umversity level, until recently, California’s two public university systems
have been able to admut all eligible freshman and transfer applicants, often to the
campus of their choice Because of increasing enrollment demand and decreasing
State funding, however, they have now found 1t difficult to continue to do so --
particularly the Unmiversity of Califormia, where campuses now appear to be either
at capacity or over-enrolled The State University still appears to have unused ca-
pacity on some campuses -- that 1s, room to enroll more students 1n most majors
-- but applicants may not be able to take advantage of such openings because of
personal or employment circumstances

Currently at 1ssue 1s the pnionty that should be given to commumnty college apph-
cants who have successfully completed a transfer program, compared with fresh-
man apphicants, applicants who want to transfer from four-year nstitutions, and
applicants from out-of-state State policy that was enacted in 1991 gives prionty
m enrollment planning and admission at the two umversity systems to upper-divi-
ston transfer students from the Califorma Community Colleges, but the umversi-
ties may not be putting 1t into practice because of uncertainty about the intended
meaning of “‘priority *’

Relevant FEducation Code Sections 66201 5 and 66730

Master Plan Policy: The Master Plan affirmed a recommendation from an ear-
her study that the universities ‘‘emphasize policies’ that would reduce the ratio
of lower-division to upper-division and graduate enrollments to about 40/60, with-
out arbitranly raising admussion standards to accomplish this goal It concluded
that about 40,000 eligible students who would have otherwise enrolled in the uni-
versities would be accommodated in community colleges One goal of this policy
was to ensure that all students had access to some system of higher education as
freshmen and that those who were mterested and qualified could continue on to
complete a baccalaureate-degree program

This Master Plan recommendation resulted from enrollment projections that
showed a substantial increase by 1975 in the percentages of lower-division stu-
dents being enrolled n the University of Califorma and the then State Colleges --
particularly the latter -- compared with the percentage that was projected for the
community colleges

Current Policy and Practice* The State University has had little difficulty in reach-
ing and 1n fact exceeding the 40/60 ratio, which continues to be State policy, but
the Umversity has had less success until recently, in part because it has enrolled a



5. Offering
financial aid

to a limited
number of the best
qualified students
with financial need

Diversity
and representation
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much larger number of freshmen than transfer students with upper-division stand-
ing Neither university system has any formal *“diversion’’ policies, although par-
ticular campuses may advise eligible freshman apphicants to enroll in a community
college with an expectation of being able to receive priority as an applicant for ad-
mission with advanced standing

Relevant Education Code Sections: 66014(b), 66015 (b), 66021 2

Master Plan Pohcy The Master Plan appears to have viewed financial aid as
complementary to the Plan’s other ‘“access planks’’ in that it gave choice to only
the State’s most qualified youth while having the potential to save taxpayers money
Thus policy was probably the basis for the Plan’s specific recommendation to pro-
vide more and larger grants to undergraduate students for both tuition, fees, and
subsistence, including community college students whose grants might be deferred
until transfer

Curremt Policy and Practice: There have been substantial changes in both the
State’s and federal student aid policies and programs since the Master Plan, and
also in the nature of the beneficiaries of such programs They are too numerous
and complex to discuss here, but generally they involve (1) the vastly increased
volume and variety of federal aid, compared with State programs, (2) the impor-
tance of loans, compared with grants and scholarshups, (3) the availability of aid
for subsistence as well as tuition and fees, particularly from federal sources, and
(4) participation n the Cal Grant A program by students 1n the public umiversities
as well as those in independent institutions

Relevant Education Code Sections: 66010 2, 66202 5, 66205, 69620, and 69640

Master Plan Policy. The Master Plan did not address issues of diversity and the
underrepresentation of racial/ethmc groups in the student population The major
reason for this omussion was a prohibition at that time against inquining nto the
racial/ethnic 1dentity of students on the grounds that such identification had led to
negative bias in the past

Current Policy and Practice. A change in State policy since the Master Plan that
pervades all areas 1s the firm commitment that the State has made to achieving the
goal of equal educational opportunity, so as to overcome the historic
underrepresentation of members of racial/ethnic groups at most levels but most
especially in the State’s public colleges and umversities
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Admission

to the California
Community
Colleges

Freshman
admission to the
University of
California and the
California State
University

Student Selection and Retention

Relevant Education Code Sections 76000 and 78211-78218

Master Plan Pohcy: The Master Plan did not recommend policy for the commu-
mty colleges to select students, noting that existing statute required them to adrut
any high school graduate or other person 18 years of age or older who 1s capable
of profiting from the mstruction offered

Current Policy and Practice. The community colleges continue to admut all ap-
plicants but have imtiated a program of ‘‘matriculation’ that is designed to as-
sess student skills, provide counselling and advising, assist students in developing
educational plans, and provide follow-up support services

Relevant Education Code Section 66205

Master Plan Policy The Master Plan directed that the University of Califorma
and the Califorma State University should admit as freshmen only those students
with a luigh probability of succeeding academucally and with the interest and moti-
vatton to persist to the baccalaureate degree Therefore, they ‘“should raise mate-
rially their admussion standards so that the University would select from the top
one-eighth and the State University from the top one-third of Cahforma public
high school graduates *’

Current Policy and Practice The University and the State Umversity have both
complied with the recommendations of the Master Plan that they raise their fresh-
man admission standards so that the former would select from the top one-eighth
and the latter from the top one-thuird of California pubhc high school graduates
Each system has revised 1its standards periodically since initially complying with
the Master Plan, either to reach the size of the eligibility pools that the Master Plan

called for or to increase the probability of student success in university work, or
both

Each system now uses an index to establish eligibility that 1s based on the student’s
high school grade-point average and scores on the Scholastic Aptitude Test or the
American College Testing program instrument, and each requires the completion
of a university-preparatory curriculum by the time of high school graduation Cam-
puses select those to be offered admission from the pools of eligible applicants who
meet the standards, with additional cnteria applied if the number of eligible appli-
cants exceeds the number of spaces available for new students

11



Special admission  Afaster Plan Policy: The Master Plan also recommended that freshman admission
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of freshmen

Admission
of transfer
students

to the umversities should be permitted through special procedures, for example,
outside the subject-matter and scholarship requirements, and should be limited to 2
percent of all freshman admuissions to each system i a given year This 2 percent
was expected to yield a pool of applicants that could be studied so as to find other
factors related to subsequent success that might be incorporated nto the new ad-
mission standards Provision was also made for admitting 2 percent of the “‘ineli-
gible’” transfer applicants before they completed two years of lower-division work

Current Policy and Praciice  The State University and the University both admit
in exception to the standards up to certain percentages of all freshman admissions
However, each system has increased these percentages periodically -- up to some
specified maxtmum -- (1) 1n order to enroll freshmen from historically
underrepresented racial/ethnic groups with good potential for success but who do
not meet the requirements, and (2) when subject-matter requirements have been
added that might be difficult to meet 1n the near term

Little evidence exists that the two university systems have used these pools of ex-
ceptions to analyze variables that might be useful additions to traditional admus-
s10ns criteria, as the Master Plan intended Instead, provision for admission in ex-
ception to the standards has given the campuses some flexibility in admitting par-
ticular applicants with special attributes

Relevant Education Code Sections: 66722 and 66731-66744

Master Plan Policy: The University and the State University should require the
successful completion of most lower-division work for transfer before admitting
applicants from commumnity colleges or other types of institutions who would have
been ineligible for admission as freshmen because of inadequate high school grades

Curreni Policy and Practice. From the time of the Master Plan, the universities
have complied generally with the recommendation that students who were ineli-
gible from high school complete lower-division work before transferring with ad-
vanced standing, unless their meligibility resulted from minimum subject-matter
deficiencies 1n therr high school preparation The University has required a grade-
point average of at least 2 4 on transfer-applicable work, the State Umversity, at
least 2 0 However, as space for new students became more limited on most cam-
puses and in many majors, university practice requires nearly all students to com-
plete all lower-division work before transfer, and then selects for admussion those
with grade-point averages substantially above the mintmum

The Legislature enacted Senate Bill 121 (Hart) in 1991 that put into the Code a
great deal of detail concerming admissions prionties for transfer students and the
overall treatment of such students from community colleges The systems each
developed detailed plans on how to implement these new provisions but full imple-
mentation has been virtually impossible because of current fiscal conditions and thus
the current status of the transfer function 1s somewhat uncertain



Studies Master Plan Policy Each of the three systems was to make statistical studies of
of the validity their entrance requirements and report annually to the Coordinating Council {(now
of entrance the Commission) on validity as judged by (1) scholastic success, (2) persistence,
requirements (3) rate of dismussal, and (4) scores on standardized tests This recommendation
also called for annual reports on undergraduate grade distnbutions and grading

differentials with other mstitutions and systems for transfer students

Current Policy and Practice  The recommendation that the systems make annual
reports to the coordinating agency on the validity of their entrance requirements
and related matters has not been implemented Instead, the systems conduct per-
odic analyses of the performance of their students for internal purposes, and make
reports on the wnitial success of their students back to the high schools and colleges
from which the students were admutted
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1. Increasing the
proportion

of college graduates
going into graduate
programs

2. Strengthening
master’s degree
programs

Faculty Supply and Demand

sity teaching in the rapidly expanding systems of higher education in the

years ahead, the Master Plan recommended several actions that were
designed to secure a pool of qualified candidates (1) increases in the proportion
of college graduates going into graduate programs, (2) strengthening of master’s
degree programs, (3) greater use of California-trained doctoral-degree holders,
(4) reorienting doctoral programs, (5) providing new financial assistance to gradu-
ate students, and (6) increasing salanes and fringe benefits for faculty

ﬁ NTICIPATING a shortage of qualified candidates for college and univer-

Master Plan Policy Increase the proportion of college graduates going into
graduate programs to prepare for college and umversity teaching,

Current Policy and Practice  During one period after publication of the Master
Plan, there was not much concern about a shortage of college and university fac-
ulty because of an expected dechne in enrollments (to follow a decrease in the
number of high school graduates) In fact, there was probably a surplus of can-
didates for faculty positions in many disciphnes Now, however, Cahformia 1s
facing projected enrollments that will require new and additional faculty -- *‘new”’
to replace those who are retining, many under ‘‘golden handshake® programs,
and ‘‘additional”” to serve projected increases in enrollment However, with much
higher student fees and uncertain State funding to support enrollment increases,
some projections of anticipated faculty shortages may have been inflated

Master Plan Policy Strengthen master’s degree programs so that degree recipi-
ents would be more effective additions to ligher education faculties, particularly
in community colleges

Current Policy and Practice: The removal of credential requirements for faculty
n the commumty colleges many years after the Master Plan may have helped
strengthen State University master’s degree programs since faculty in the arts
and sciences are expected to hold a strong master’s degree n their discipline
There is less interest in the University 1 such programs since its major focus 1s on
doctoral degree programs, and the community colleges do not typically expect to
employ such graduates

Anissue that 1s not receiving attention, however, 1s the need for strong prepara-
tion of community college faculty to teach in the growing number of new kinds
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of tech/prep programs With the advent of these programs that require high school
students to have better academic preparation, there may be need for new gradu-
ate programs to prepare college faculty to teach i these programs

Master Plan Policy Make greater use of California-trained doctoral-degree hold-
ers

Current Policy and Practice. Joint doctoral programs that involve the State Uni-
versity with the University of California and the Claremont Graduate Center have
been established subsequent to the Master Plan and may be useful 1n implement-
ing this recommendation

Master Plan Policy Reorient doctoral programs so as produce “‘scholar-teach-
ers’” as well as “‘research scholars

Current Policy and Practice. The joint doctoral programs that involve the State
Umiversity and other California institutions have been designed to help implement
this recommendation

Relevant Education Code Section 69670

Master Plan Policy. Provide new financial assistance to students in graduate pro-
grams

Current Policy and Practice  State-funded financial assistance to students in gradu-
ate programs has not become a major program among those that the Student Aid
Commusston admimsters Neither has federal student aid become a factor in en-
couraging students to prepare for college and university teaching Instead, much
of the financial assistance is provided through teaching and research assistantships
in the universities

Master Plan Policy Increase salaries and fringe benefits for faculty in order to
make college teaching more competitive with business and industry

Current Policy and Practice  This recommendation has been addressed for disct-
plines such as engineering and business admimistration In addition, the Coordi-
nating Council and now the Commussion conduct annual studies of faculty sala-
ries in “‘comparison’” instrtutions in order to determine what level of increase would
be needed to make California’s universities competitive

Master Plan Policy. The Master Plan was concerned about excellence in college
and university teaching but made no specific recommendations beyond those deal-
ing with preparation



Current Policy and Practice The review of the Master Plan in 1989 yielded the
recommendation that teaching should have the greatest weight in determining pro-
motion of State University faculty and that teaching should be weighted equally
with research in determining promotion of University faculty

Faculty diversity AMaster Plan Policy The Master Plan made no specific recommendations about
faculty diversity

Current Policy and Practice: California’s colleges and universities are commuit-
ted to increasing the supply of faculty and staff from historically underrepresented
groups but the State has not funded such a program Note should be made of a
national effort that the Ford Foundation 1s sponsoring to encourage such under-
graduates to make this career decision

17



Adult Education

Relevant Education Code Sections 8530-8538, 72253 5, and 78401

Master Plan Policy The Master Plan’s primary statement on adult education
reads as follows “‘In the long-range plans for providing opportumities in higher
education to the people of Califorma, prowvision for adequate support of adult
education services must be assured However, in the determination of what the
State should support, effort must be made to differentiate between those enrollees
who are pursuing a stated planned program with definite occupational or hiberal
education objectives, and those who are enrolling in single courses for which ma-
triculation or prerequusites are absent

Current Policy and Practice The Master Plan did not deal directly with issues
mvolving adult, noncredit education that public schools and commumty colleges
offer 1n a variety of forms, nor with the extension program function of the pubhc
universities Numerous task forces, advisory groups, contracted studies, and, of
course, meetings and conferences have been devoted to adult and continuing edu-
cation since that time, without any clear resolution of the questions of (1) the
State’s commitment to funding postsecondary education for adults without degree
objectives (or continuing education beyond the attamment of degrees), (2) what
adults might be expected to pay for continuing education and lifelong learning, and
(3) differentiation of function among the various educational levels and systems, if
any



University
and community
college fees

Costs, Fees, and Financing

much of the costs of higher education should be borne by the students?

and (2) Should the fee structure that was then in place be altered? The two
final chapters of the Master Plan report dealt with **California’s Ability to Finance
Public Higher Education, 1960-1975,” and ‘‘Will Califorrua Pay the Bill?”

TWO major questions to be answered in the Master Plan were (1) How

Specific recommendations about what students should pay followed from the gen-
eral view that the State’s traditional policy of tuition-free education was in the best
interests of the State and should be continued

This policy area has seen the greatest amount of change since the Master Plan, and
changes 1n 1t have had impact on all other areas with which the Master Plan dealt
These pohicy changes have been highly correlated, of course, with the State’s chang-
ing fiscal health over the 30-year period

The Master Plan’s first question of how much of the costs of higher education
should be borne by the students has still not been addressed systematically -- the
only answer to date {in terms of present practice in setting fees) being ‘‘ever more
than before,”” with practice far exceeding State policy of moderation m fee in-
creases

The Master Plan’s second question of whether the fee structure should be altered
has only been partially addressed 1n the intervenung years, 1n that State policy con-
tinues to be that the public colleges and universities should be turtion-free for resi-
dent students However, the rapid increases in other fees may force the State to
change its policy of restricting revenue from fees to uses other than instruction

Relevant Education Code Sections: 66150, 66152, 66154,
66158, 66160, 66161, 66161 5, 66162, and 66163

Master Plan Policy The Master Plan recommended that umversity students be
asked to pay fees sufficient to cover the operating costs of services not directly
related to instruction -- laboratory fees, health, student activities, and intercollegiate
athletics, for example, and also ancillary services should be self-supporting -- hous-
ing, food, and parking, for example (It also said that community college students
should pay such fees ‘“when applicable **)

Current Policy and Practice* In the universities, student charges for services that
are not directly related to instruction now far exceed the costs of operating them,
particularly in the University This distancing of fees from costs probably began as
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State support

Enrollment ranges
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policy under Governor Reagan who, as a Regent, urged the board to adopt a fee
policy that would require students to pay a substantial portion of the cost of their
education, on the grounds that they were receiving the best education anywhere
the country and should be expected to pay more for it than the Master Plan antici-
pated

Use of the revenues from the fees was debated by the University for some time --
the Governor did not rule out the concept of tuition and one proposal was for us-
ing the revenue for capital outlay purposes At thus time, fees appear to be increased
from year to year to meet the universities’ growing deficits from the State Gen-
eral Fund, and some revenue from fees is used for student financial aid in both uni-
versity systems

Relevant Education Code Sections 72250 and 72252

Master Plan Policy Because of the community colleges’ increased local financial
obligations that were to result from implementing the Master Plan recommenda-
tion to divert 40,000 students who would otherwise have enrolled 1n the universi-
ties, the Master Plan recommended that the State assume greater responsibility for
funding both operating costs and capital outlay in these colleges (The proportion
of operating expenses from the State School Fund was then 30 percent and no
State funds were appropnated for capital outlay in the commumity colleges )

Current Policies and Practices The State has assumed greater responsibility for
funding operating costs in the commumnity colleges and now, as their reserves have
been depleted and their bonding authonty limited, the State 1s funding whatever
capital outlay it can presently afford Initially, the colleges opposed 1ncreases in
State funding that would raise its contribution to more than 50 percent, on the
grounds that local autonomy could be maintained only 1f the majonity proportion of
their revenue came from local property taxes However, Proposition 13 made 1t
impossible for the colleges to survive without the State funding a greatly increased
share of their operating expenses Property tax revenue continues to be an essen-
tial portion of the colleges’ income and current shortfalls in tax revenue, in relation
to projections, 1s a problem 1n both current-year and the Governor’s budget for
1993-94

Of the three public systems, the community colleges appear to have changed (or
been changed, by the Governor and the Legislature) the most since 1960 --in both
how they are financed and their cost to the students The two fundamental changes
are (1) their increased dependence on the State General Fund for support, follow-
ing the passage of Proposition 13 that reduced their revenue from local property
taxes, and (2) the imposition of a State-mandated fee beginning in 1984, while at
the same time restricting the distnicts’ right to levy fees locally

Master Plan Policy. Minimum, optimum, and maximum full-time student enroli-
ment ranges were to be observed n planning new facilities in each system They



were 400, 3,500, and 6,000 for community colleges, 5,500, 10,000, and 20,000
for State University campuses in densely populated areas in metropolitan centers,
3,000, 8,000, and 12,000 for State University campuses elsewhere, and 5,000,
12,000, and 27,500 for University campuses

Current Policy and Practice: Mimmum, optimum, and maximum full-time stu-
dent enrollment ranges that the Master Plan recommended for planning new fa-
cilities are not now being observed and no new standards have been estabhshed
by the State There are vast differences in campus size m all three systems and
capacities have been revised periodically in response to changing condhtions
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Conclusion

the demand of the people of Califormia for opportunity to participate in

higher education, a chance for all who have the capacity and willingness
to profit by college instruction,’” the Master Plan report concluded that *‘Califor-
nia can and will, as 1n both the past and present, provide adequate support for an
efficient program of public tugher education designed to meet fully the rapidly
changing needs of society ™’

ﬁ FTER stating that ““All evidence  points to an unprecedented increase in

That concluding statement of the Master Plan report may no longer be support-
able, and the test may well come in the next budget year The Commission, with
its Ad Hoc Commuttee on the Financing and Future of Califorma Higher Educa-
tion, will not draw back from the commitment and conclusions that the Master
Plan made, but recommending ways to sustain this commitment is the greatest
challenge that the Coramission has taken on in its nearly 20-year history
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CALIFORNIA POSTSECONDARY EDUCATION COMMISSION

THE Cahforma Postsecondary Education Commus-
sion 18 a citizen board established i 1974 by the Leg-
islature and Governor to coordinate the efforts of
California’s colleges and umversities and to provide
mdependent, non-partisan policy analysis and recom-
mendations to the Governor and Legislature

Members of the Commission

The Commussion consists of 17 members Nine rep-
resent the general public, with three each appounted
for six-year terms by the Governor, the Senate Rules
Commutice, and the Speaker of the Assembly Six
others represent the major segments of postsecondary
education m Califorma. Two student members are
appomted by the Governor

As of Apnl 1995, the Commussioners representing the
general public are

Henry Der, San Francisco, Chair

Gullermo Rodnguez, Jr, San Francisco, Vice

Charr

Elaine Alquist, Santa Clara

Mim Andelson, Los Angeles

C Thomas Dean, Long Beach

Jeffrey 1. Marston, San Diego

Melinda G. Wilson, Torrance

Linda J. Wong, Los Angeles

Ellen F Wnght, Saratoga

Representatives of the segments are
Roy T Brophy, Fair Oaks, appointed by
the Regents of the University of Californua,
Yvonne W Larsen, San Diego, appointed
by the Califorma State Board of Education,

Alice Petrossian, Glendale, appointed by
the Board of Governors of the Califorma
Commumty Coileges,

Ted J Saenger, San Francisco, appointed by
the Trustees of the Califorma State University,

Kyhl Smeby, Pasadena, appowmnted by the
Governor to represent Califormia’s independent
colleges and umversities; and

Frank R Martinez, San Luis Obispo, appointed

by the Council for Pnivate Postsecondary and
Vocational Education

The two student representatives are
Stephen Lesher, Meadow Vista
Beverly A Sandeen, Costa Mesa

Functions of the Commission

The Comnussion 1s charged by the Legislature and Gov-
emor to “assure the effechve utilization of public postsec-
ondary education resources, thereby elimmating waste and
unnecessary duphcation, and to promote diversity, innova-
tion, and responsiveness to student and societal needs ”

To this end, the Commussion conducts independent reviews
of matters affecting the 2,600 mstitutions of postsecondary
education i Cabhiforma, including community colleges,
four-year colleges, umiversities, and professional and occu-
pational schools

As an advisory body to the Legislature and Governor, the
Commussion does not govern or admumster any nstitutions,
nor does 1t approve, authorize, or accredit any of them
Instead, 1t performs its specific duties of planning,
evaluation, and coordmmation by cooperating with other
State agencies and non-governmental groups that perform
those other governing, admimstrative, and assessment
functions

Operation of the Commission

The Commussion holds regular meetings throughout the
year at which 1t debates and takes action on staff studies
and takes positions on proposed legislation affecting
education beyond the hugh school in Califorma. By law,
its meetings are open to the public Requests to speak at a
meeting may be made by wnting the Commission 1n
advance or by submutting a request before the start of the

meeting

The Commussion’s day-to-day work 1s carned out by its
staff in Sacramento, under the guidance of its executive
director, Warren Halsey Fox, Ph D , who 1s appomnted by
the Commussion

Further information about the Commussion and its publ-
cations may be obtained from the Commussion offices at
1303 J Street, Sutte 500, Sacramento, Califorma 98514-
2938, telephone (916) 445-7933
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Supplemental Report Language for the 1991 Budget Act (Apnl 1993)
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Governor in Response to Concurrent Resolution No 51 (1963) (Apnl 1993)
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and Legisiature in Response to the 1992 Budget Act (Apnl 1993)
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